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1. Senators were invited to express their interest in running for 
the offices of Senate Chair and Vice-Chair for 1988-89. 
2. University wide faculty elections have been completed. April is 
the time for collegiate elections to be held. 
3. The Senate agreed to leave 397 459 Request for approval of the 
resolution submitted by the School of Business Council concerning 
the acceptance of off-campus courses, on the table. 
DOCKET 
4. 398 460 Request from the ROTC Oversight Committee to change its 
name to the Advisory and Liaison Committee to the Department of 
Military Science. See Senate Minutes 1392. Approved. 
5. 399 462 Request for approval of the Teacher Education Governance 
Reorganization Plan submitted by the study committee. See Senate 
Minutes 1392. Approved as amended. 
The Senate was called to order at 3:30 p.m. on March 28, 1988, in the 
Board Room of Gilchrist Hall by Chairperson Boots. 
Present: Myra Boots, David Crownfield, Susann Doody, Peter Goulet, Gerald 
Intemann, Marian Krogmann, John Longnecker, Ken McCormick, Gerald 
Peterson, Charles Quirk, Nick Teig, Evelyn Wood, Marc Yoder, William 
Waack, ex-officio. 
Alternates: Augusta Schurrer/David Duncan, Mary Bozik/Bill Henderson, 
Leander Brown/Jim Kelly, Jan Abel/Thomas Romanin. 
Absent: Dian Blum, James Chadney. 
Members of the press were requested to identify themselves. Anne Phillips 
of the ~aterloo Courier, Mike Smith of the Northern Iowan and an advanced 
reporting class were in attendance. 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
1. The Chair distributed a form to Senators on which they could indicate 
if they were willing to run for the offices of Senate Chair and Vice-Chair 
for 1988-89. 
2. The Chair announced that university-wide elections have been 
completed. She stated that collegiate elections would be held during the 
month of April. 
3. The Chair pointed out that Docket #397 459, Request for approval of 
the resolution submitted by the School of Business Council concerning the 
acceptance of off-campus courses, was on the table. By procedure this 
proposal needs either to be brought from the table at this meeting or 
consensus of the group needs to indicate that they agree for this item to 
remain on the table indefinitely. The Senate agreed that this item should 
remain on the table. 
DOCKET 
4. 398 460 Request from the ROTC Oversight Committee to change its name 
to the Advisory and Liaison Committee to the Department of Military 
Science. See Senate Minutes 1392. 
Goulet moved, Longnecker seconded, for adoption of the new title. 
Senator Teig indicated that the Committee felt their function was not 
primarily oversight. The Committee's role has changed since ROTC was 
granted host status. The Committee felt that their nature was more 
advisory to the department and as a liaison to the Senate. 
Senator Bozik reminded the Senate that on May 13, 1981, ROTC was approved 
on a vote of 138 to 126. She reminded the Senate that the minutes of that 
meeting point out the strong call for an oversight committee. She 
indicated that members of the College of Humanities and Fine Arts believe 
that this function is still needed and valid. 
Question on the motion was called. The motion passed. 
5. 399 461 Request for approval of the Teacher Education Governance 
Reorganization Plan submitted by the study committee. See Senate minutes 
1392. 
Doody moved, Yoder seconded, for approval. 
Senator Doody, in providing background information about this report, 
indicated that the Committee based their work on two principles. First, 
the University Mission Statement, explicitly contains a commitment to 
excellence in teacher education; and secondly, this commitment to a 
teacher education program is a university-wide function. Using these two 
principles the Committee developed the framework for a campus-wide 
governance structure. She reported the Committee began deliberations a 
year ago and considered varying types of structures to accomplish these 
two principles. The Committee felt that the structure development was 
similar to the graduate faculty structure and would be easy to implement. 
She stated that the proposal had been first submitted to the UNISEC, the 
Colligiate Liaison for Teacher Education, the Dean of the College of 
Education, the Council of Deans, and two open forums for input which 
resulted in some revisions. The document was then distributed to everyone 
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earlier this month and feedback from that distribution also led to some 
revisions and to the document before the Senate today. The Committee 
feels that this structure is appropriate and effective for governa~ce of 
teacher education at this institution. 
The Chair indicated that because she was a member of the study committee 
and because Vice Chair Krogmann was interested in speaking on this topic, 
that Senator Goulet would now assume the Chair. 
Senator Quirk questioned the impetus for this proposal. Senator Doody 
responded that our last NCATE review plus concerns of the Committee on 
Curricula, the Faculty Senate, and Vice President Martin, constitute the 
impetus. 
Senator Quirk questioned the time pressures that may be involved. 
Senator Doody said that to some extent there existed pressures due to the 
precondition standards of NCATE which would require the structure to be in 
place by fall of 1990. 
Senator Quirk voiced his concern about a lack of departmental and col-
legiate formal review of this proposal. He stated he intended to make a 
motion to postpone consideration of this item to allow for such 
deliberation. 
Senator Krogmann stated that the proposed impetus of teacher education is 
to be university-wide and questioned what in this document increases the 
role of departments and colleges outside of the College of Education. 
Senator Doody responded by saying that the structure provides for formal 
input of faculty into teacher education regardless of their college 
alignment. 
Senator Krogmann inquired as to the number of teacher education faculty 
that may come from outside the College of Education. Senator Doody stated 
that this has not been defined or calculated. Senator Krogmann stated 
that the current definitions may result in a reduction of teacher 
education faculty designated from the College of Social and Behavioral 
Sciences and stated that she felt the structure would be dominated by 
departments in the College of Education. Senator Doody pointed out that 
only time will tell, but that an opportunity for such people as math 
educators to participate in the elementary education primary area existed. 
Senator Quirk inquired if an appropriate definition of a teacher 
education faculty would be those members from the faculty of the College 
of Education. Senator Doody responded that the Committee's discussion 
pointed out that some people feel that teacher education faculty are only 
those people from the College of Education, while others believe that all 
faculty members are members of the teacher education faculty. She stated 
the Committee tried to implement both thoughts with an eye towards 
balance. 
Senator Quirk inquired again as to why couldn't the faculty members from 
the College of Education and those people outside the College of Education 
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who are members of the teacher education faculty could be placed on joint 
appointments. Senator Doody indicated the Committee has rejected this 
idea feeling that this provided for less voice in the teacher education 
from outside the College of Education, and that faculty members tend not 
to like joint appointments based on the concept of serving two masters and 
the concept of accountability to one and not the other college. 
Professor Julia Wallace, speaking for the College of Social and Behavioral 
Sciences Senate, rose to address the Faculty Senate. She stated that the 
S&BS Senate objects to the curriculum component being at the most funda-
mental level. She stated that they believe that the development of cur-
riculum lies in the departments and colleges regardless of the vocational 
interests of their majors. They object to review by the Teacher Education 
Curriculum Committee prior to review by the relevant college. She stated 
the S&BS Senate felt this was impinging upon colleges and that this 
proposal should be deferred for now and subjected to formal review by 
academic departments and colleges. 
Senator Krogmann inquired that if a department wished to drop a teacher 
education major, could the Teacher Education Curriculum Committee tell 
them they could not do so? Senator Doody responded in the negative 
stating that the Teacher Education Curriculum Committee's focus is in the 
broad range of consultation and discussion. She stated that such a 
proposal would go forward with the thoughts of the Teacher Education 
Curriculum Committee. She stated that the value of the Curriculum 
Committee at the departmental level is to allow the departments to know 
how their structure may meet Department of Education guidelines and re-
quirements. 
Professor Dean Talbott pointed out that the proposal says the Committee 
could originate professional sequence and teaching major components, but 
says nothing about departmental approval. He stated that further con-
sideration of this document was needed. 
Senator Boots stated she felt it was important for everything not to be 
spelled out at this time therefore allowing the Teacher Education Council 
to do the detail work and for the teacher education faculty to set up 
procedures for administering this component of the university's program of 
study. 
Professor Talbott stated this was a "pig in a poke" and that without 
knowing the composition of power and function, questioned how could the 
Senate approve this document? 
Senator Krogmann stated that it was unclear as to how the definitions 
listed for membership in the teacher education faculty would be 
interpreted. Senator Schurrer stated that the criteria for membership was 
sufficiently broad to include faculty from content areas. 
Senator Crownfield indicated that there appears to be a narrowing of the 
definition of teacher education faculty and that although content faculty 
from secondary areas are admitted there is a question as to how many can 
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meet the criteria stated in the document. He stated the content teachers 
may not be eligible for membership in the teacher education faculty 
although many of such individuals feel that they are teacher educators. 
He stated that a broader definition of secondary education content'areas 
relative to teacher education faculty was needed. He stated he was 
concerned with the curricular approval path which would indicate that non-
teaching majors would be subject to concurrent jurisdiction by the Teacher 
Education Curriculum Committee. He pointed out the Teacher Education 
Curriculum Committee often will have no idea as to why an academic depart-
ment feels that it needs to make changes. 
Professor and Head Don Whitnah pointed out that many departments like his 
have courses offered based on content, not whether the student taking the 
course is a teaching student or a liberal arts student. He stated he felt 
that a simple change in language can change the curriculum committee's 
responsibility relative to content. 
Vice President Martin commended the report to the Senate for achieving 
four important goals. 1) Recognizing the principle of teacher education 
as being a university-wide endeavor, 2) A clear definition of the teacher 
education faculty and the assignment of a governance role, 3) The 
structure seems to meet NCATE requirements, and 4) it recognizes the 
autonomy of the College of Education as a professional college. 
Dean John Deegan rose to present the following observations to the Senate. 
He stated the structure really does not allow for university-wide develop-
ment of teacher education curriculum and inquired if we are trying to 
finesse around NCATE standards. He pointed out that teaching majors 
comprise only 28% of the students on this campus and wondered if this 
issue then was a university-wide concern. He indicated he had the 
following four concerns. 1) Faculty governance in collegiate structures. 
He stated he felt the structure was an attempt to deal with the box 
imposed by NCATE and an all-university responsibility. He inquired if 
there were not other university-wide concerns such as humanities. He 
inquired if such an area as humanities should organize themselves and 
develop a governance structure. He also pointed out that general 
education is an all-university concern and inquired if we should establish 
a general education faculty. 2) He questioned the need for Coordinator 
of Secondary Teacher Education Faculty and inquired as to how this person 
was to be selected and who was to pay the salary and support services of 
this individual. 3) He questioned the appointment of a Chair of the 
Council of Teacher Education by the Vice President of Academic Affairs and 
stated he felt this should be the province of the Dean of the College of 
Education. 4) He stated he felt the curricular proposal process was 
unworkable stating that curricular development was the prerogative of 
departments. He stated this institution has yet to face the question if 
we are ISTC or UNI? 
He encouraged the Senate to reject this proposal and to establish a system 
of joint appointments making use of existing structures. 
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Senator Boots stated she felt these questions had been answered in the 
hearings. She pointed out this area is a university-wide commitment but 
not a commitment of every individual faculty member. She stated that the 
Coordinator of the Secondary Teacher Education Faculty will come from the 
teacher education faculty and is a facilitator, not an administrator. 
Senator Longnecker stated that he felt ISTC was imbedded within UNI and 
that it was a part of the foundation of this institution. He indicated he 
felt the structure of this governance proposal still allowed for content 
people to be interested in teacher education and to serve on the teacher 
education faculty. He felt it was important to recognize that this is a 
university-wide but not universal commitment to teacher education. 
Crownfield moved, Longnecker seconded, to amend: the Senate requests the 
Council in Teacher Education to prepare, for Senate approval, a clarifi-
cation of its curricular role with respect to subject area curricular 
changes. 
Senator Quirk questioned if the intent of this amendment was to approve 
the report and then to receive clarification. Senator Crownfield 
responded in the affirmative stating that this would allow for general 
approval and then specific consideration of the curricular proposals. 
Senator Boots stated she felt the amendment was helpful. This amendment 
would allow the Council of Education to define intended action which could 
be then reviewed by the Faculty Senate. 
Senator Krogmann inquired if this amendment passed whether the curricular 
structure would be in place by this fall? She questioned when the Teacher 
Education Council would report back to the Senate. Senator Goulet stated 
that if this passes, the Teacher Education Council would have to have 
their proposal approved by the Faculty Senate before they could review 
curricular matters. He pointed out that this may be difficult to 
accomplish by fall of 1988. 
Professor Al Gilgen questioned what possible input could the Teacher 
Education Curriculum Committee have to content areas such as psychology? 
Senator Doody responded that the Curriculum Committee could inform the 
department as to how Department of Education requirements impact the 
structure of their major. 
Longnecker moved, Brown seconded, the previous question. Motion passed. 
An immediate vote on the motion to amend was held. The motion to amend 
passed. 
Crownfield moved, Quirk seconded, to amend as follows: the Senate 
requests the Council on Teacher Education submit for Senate approval a 
modification of the criteria for membership in the teacher education 
faculty to insure an appropriate role for secondary education content 
faculty. 
Senator Crownfield indicated this was designed to formulate and clarify 
factors that determine the role of secondary education content faculty. 
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Senator Doody indicated she has heard, since last October, that the 
proposed definition of teacher education faculty is too open and also that 
it is too closed. 
Senator Crownfield stated that content and not pedagogy determines 
inclusion. Membership should not be limited to methods faculty. Senator 
Goulet stated that secondary education representatives were accounted for 
in the group of five, but he inquired as to representation for minors in 
primary areas. Senator Doody indicated that such individuals would be 
represented in the elementary area. 
Senator Schurrer asked if to vote for this amendment was to ask for a 
broader concept for this definition. Senator Crownfield stated in the 
affirmative saying that he was seeking a targeted but not generic 
definition. 
Senator Doody stated she felt that to widen the definition would be to say 
that anyone who is interested in teacher education is automatically a 
member of the teacher education faculty. 
Senator Longnecker stated that in reviewing the definitions he felt that 
he would be able to present evidence that would warrant his inclusion in 
the teacher education faculty. 
Senator Doody pointed out that "might" is permissive and also pointed out 
that there is an appeal process for inclusion in the teacher education 
faculty. 
Senator Wood stated that she could not think of anyone who wanted 
inclusion that would not fit the A-E subpoints of #3. 
Senator Krogmann stated that content is as important as pedagogy and 
methods. She stated this document seems to emphasize pedagogy, thus 
leaving out faculty that are interested but only teach content courses. 
Senator Intemann voiced the opinion that secondary education content 
people would have their voice through departmental and collegiate 
structures. 
Professor Don Carver observed that absence of content faculty from teacher 
education in no way removes their involvement from development of curricu-
lum for teacher education majors. He likened this process to a two-house 
legislative body of teacher education and content. 
Senator Quirk again raised the question of joint appointments with the 
College of Education. Senator Schurrer observed that if an individual's 
allegiance is to the content area, then there is the potential for 
slighting the responsibility to teacher education. 
Senator Crownfield indicated his concern that people may exclude them-
selves from the teacher education faculty because they feel they do not 
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fit the criteria. He suggested that maybe an additional definition 
should be added such as "other appropriate evidence." 
Senator Krogmann stated she felt that there was a general drift toward the 
College of Education and toward methods versus content. 
Senator Crownfield said his proposal is designed as a solution to the 
problem and not a criticism of the Committee. 
Question on the motion was called. The motion was defeated on a vote of 
10 no and 5 yes. 
Senator Quirk inquired of the Chair as to how the Senate plans to proceed 
with this document; if it was to be considered section by section, or not? 
Senator Goulet responded that a number of the detailed concerns have 
already been covered and therefore, we intend to discuss the document in 
its entirety. 
Quirk moved, Krogmann seconded, to postpone Senate action until further 
deliberation has occurred by departments and colleges. 
Dean Switzer rose to address the Senate. He encouraged the Senate not to 
postpone action on this document. He stated that in the forums which have 
already been held, the people have been very receptive to this document 
and to the concept of a university-wide commitment to teacher education. 
He indicated that the content areas create a unique relationship which has 
been carefully addressed as part of teacher education. He stated that the 
role of the dean of the College of Education in no way has been diminished 
rather, the concept of shared responsibility with other components has 
been created. 
Senator Quirk stated that hearings are no substitute for formal 
deliberations. He cautioned the Senate against hasty action which may 
result in an appeal to the entire faculty. 
Professor Donna Thompson stated that various versions of this document 
have been in existence for quite a while, therefore allowing for ample 
opportunity for input. 
Question on the motion was called. The motion was defeated. 
Senator Krogmann inquired if the Committee had considered that no one in 
Academic Affairs might be interested in teacher education. Senator Doody 
indicated that is not a requirement. It is up to the Vice President to 
appoint someone to serve an administrative function but not a formulata-
tive function. The concept should be personality free. 
Professor Al Gilgen inquired as to the rank of people that might be 
eligible for teacher education. In addressing the concept of ISTC versus 
UNI he stated he felt that we are a university which happens to include 
teaching. 
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Longnecker moved, Yoder seconded, the previous question. The motion 
passed. The Senate moved to an immediate vote on the main motion as 
amended. The main motion as amended passed. 
Krogmann moved, Longnecker seconded, for adjournment. Motion passed. The 
Senate adjourned at 5:27 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Philip Patton 
Secretary 
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or 
protests are filed with the secretary of the Senate within two weeks of 
this date, Tuesday, April 5, 1988. 
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